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UNIVERSITY TOWN CENTER #SIP-2001.60
DeeDee (D?) Kimbrell, Planner IT (480-350-8331)
Dave Fackler, Development Services Manager (480-350-8333)

This is the second public hearing for University Town Center for a site plan
including 4 variances and 4 use permits in the CCD Zoning District located at 815
South Mill Avenue.

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (0406) Hold the second public hearing for
UNIVERSITY TOWN CENTER (Arizona Board of Regents, property owner)
for a 657,076 s.f. mixed-use development with variances and use permits located
at 815 South Mill Avenue at the southeast corner of University Drive and Mill
Avenue. The following approval is requested from the City of Tempe:

#SIP-2001.60 A site plan for University Town Center for a 657,076 s.f. mixed-
use development located at 815 South Mill Avenue. The project includes: 90,000
s.f. office, 148,926 s.f. retail, 58,000 s.f. restaurant and a 7-level parking structure
(above grade) all on approximately 6.0 net acres in the CCD Zoning District.
(Please see list of use permits and variances on Attachment #3.)

Document Name: 20010920devsrh08 Supporting Documents: Yes

SUMMARY:

University Town Center proposes a 657,076 s.f. mixed-use development located
at 815 South Mill Avenue. The applicant is proposing development in two
phases. Phase one consists of two buildings, one facing Mill Avenue and the
other facing University Drive, each consisting of two stories. Intended uses
include approximately 139,000 s.f. of retail lease space and 38,000 s.f. of
restaurant lease space for a total of approximately 177,000 s.f. Phase one will also
include a seven level parking structure for 1,095 cars. Phase two will consist of a
structure wrapping the north and west side of the parking structure. It will contain
up to 20,000 s.f. of restaurant space, 10,000 s.f. of retail space and 90,000 s.f. of
office space for a total of approximately 120,000 s.f. Design Review Board denied
the request by University Town Center for building elevations, site plan and
landscape plan at their meeting on July 18, 2001. Staff has several concerns with
this proposal and we believe that the proposed site plan does not present the only
or finest development of the site. Therefore, staff recommends denial of the
original proposal but supports new direction, based upon work that has occurred
since the Design Review Board action.



RECOMMENDATION:

On July 27, 2001, staff held a design charrette to discuss and address staff’s and
neighborhood concerns. On August 2, 2001, staff met with the developer, ASU,
and their architect to discuss issues related to the feasibility of the project. At that
meeting, consensus was reached on solutions to those issues, refer to attachment
L, that should be reflected on a revised site plan. The applicant has submitted a
revised site plan, refer to attachment K, to incorporate the concerns that were
raised at the design charrette. Staff has reviewed the plans and believes the new
proposed site plan meets the intent of the Downtown Redevelopment Area. On
August 15, 2001, Design Review Board discussed those recommended changes
with the applicant and the Board also expressed a positive reaction to those site
plan and design changes, refer to attachment M. The total building area of the
revised proposal includes 84,498 s.f. of retail space, 106,178 s.f. of restaurant
space and 13,750 s.f. of office space and 401,475 s.f. for a parking structure, for a
total of 605,901s.f. With the revised proposal the applicant is requesting use
permits to allow retail, restaurant, general office, and parking by demand in the
CCD Zoning District, as well as variances to allow reduction of building setbacks
and increases in building heights. Note: The first public hearing for this
request was held on September 13, 2001.

Staff — Denial of Original Proposal — Supports New Direction
Public — None to Date

Staff recommends that City Council deny the original site plan, shown in
attachment B, as well as the variances and use permits included with the request.
Based upon the meeting held on August 2, 2001, and the Staff recommends that
City Council approve the revised site plan, shown in attachment K, as a
preliminary site plan with the following use permits and variances:

Use Permits:

a. Allow retail in the CCD Zoning District

b. Allow restaurants without entertainment or outdoor dining in the CCD
Zoning District

C. Allow general offices in the CCD Zoning District

d. Allow parking top be provided based on demand (shared parking model).

Variances:

1. Reduce the required front yard building setback from 10 ft. to O fi.

2. Reduce the required street side yard building setback from 10 ft. to O ft.

3. Increase the allowed building height from 35 ft. to 76 ft. for Building C,
the parking structure.

4. Increase the allowed building height from 35 ft. to 55 ft. for Buildings A
and B, the retail and restaurant structures.

With approval of the preliminary site plan, with use permits and variances, the
applicant may continue work with staff to refine the design of the proposal, after
which they will return to City Council for approval of a final site plan with use
permits and variances.



ATTACHMENTS: 1. List of Attachments
2-3. History & Facts / Description
3-6. Comments / Reasons for Denial /
7-9.  Conditions of Approval

A. Location Map

Site Plan

Elevations

Sections

Conceptual Landscape Plan

Letter of Explanation/Site Data

Letter from Glenn Kephart (Transportation) — 7/18/01

Letter from ASU President, Lattie Coor —4/19/01

Letter from Mayor Neil Giuliano (Response to above) — 5/15/01

Letter from Northwest Tempe Neighborhood Planning Area Advisory Board
(PAAB) - 5/25/01

Revised Site Plan — 8/02/01

Minutes from Design Charrette — 8/02/01

Memo from Design Review Board — 8/15/01

Updated Site Data — 8/31/01
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HISTORY & FACTS:

July 18, 2001.

July 26, 2001.

July 27, 2001.

August 02, 2001.

August 15, 2001.

September 13, 2001.

DESCRIPTION:

Design Review Board denied the Redevelopment of University Town Center by a
6-1 vote.

City Council continued this request at the applicant’s request.

Development Services Staff conducted a design charrette to discuss modifications
to make this application acceptable for the City.

Staff met with ASU, developer and Architect to discuss design modifications
related to the feasibility of the project to work towards a common solution.

Design Review Board discussed those recommended changes with the applicant
and the board also expressed a positive reaction to those site plan and design
changes.

City Council held their first public hearing for this request.

Owner — Arizona Boards of Regents

Applicant — Gould Evans Associates, L.C., Tom Reilly

Architect — Thomas Phifer and Partners Architects and Designers /Gould Evans
Associates, L.C., Tom Reilly

Engineer — Evans, Kuhn & Associates, Inc., John Gray

Existing zoning — CCD

Total site area — 6.0 net acres

Phase

Retail — 138,926 s.f.
Restaurant — 38,000 s.f.
Parking structure — 360,150 s.f.

Phase 11

Retail — 10,000 s.f.

Restaurant — 20,000 s.f.

Office — 90,000 s.f.

Total Building Area (Phase I & II) + parking structure — 657,076 s.f.

Lot coverage — 52%

Parking recommended per City’s Shared Parking Model — 1,105 spaces
Total parking provided — 1,095 spaces

Bicycle parking required — 310 spaces

Bicycle parking provided — 310 spaces

Landscaping required — 15%

Landscaping provided — 25%

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #2



Use Permits:

a. Allow retail in the CCD Zoning District..

b. ‘Allow restaurants without entertainment or outdoor dining in the CCD
Zoning District.

C. Allow general offices in the CCD Zoning District.

d. Allow parking to be provided based on demand (shared parking).

Variances;

1. Reduce the required front yard building setback from 10’ to 0°.

2. Reduce the required street side yard building setback from 10’ to 0.
3. Increase the allowed building height from 35’ to 76’ for the parking

structure (building “C”)
4. Increase the allowed building height from 35’ to 55° for buildings “A” &
G&B”.

COMMENTS:  This request is for a Site Plan for the Redevelopment of Tempe Center, now
referred to as University Town Center located at the southeast corner of
University Drive and Mill Avenue in the CCD, Central Commercial District.

Existing Conditions

The existing site was formerly a neighborhood shopping center. The existing
buildings on site are currently being utilized by Arizona State University (ASU)
for offices and classrooms. A Chili’s restaurant is located at the southeast corner
of Mill Avenue and University Drive. The site is bordered by University Drive to
the North, Myrtle Avenue (a private street) to the East, 10" Street (a private street)
to the South, and Mill Avenue to the West.

Land Use

From the outset of the review process, staff expressed concerns to the
development team regarding massing, circulation conflicts, orientation of
structures, parking, cut-through traffic into adjacent neighborhoods, service
access, and storm water retention.

With limited developable sites remaining in Tempe, the City should encourage
high quality infill projects that promotes optimum uses and exemplify the highest
standards, not merely the bare functional essentials to satisfy market conditions.

Project Description

This mixed-use project combines the efforts of the ORIX TC21 development team
and Arizona State University as the landowner. Orne of the aspects of this project
is to serve as the new “‘gateway” to Arizona State University. The main
pedestrian entrance to the project would exist at that point located at the southeast
corner of Mill Avenue and University Drive.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #3



University Town Center proposed a site plan for 296,926 s.f. of retail, restaurant,
and office space on 6.0 net acres. There are two phases of construction proposed
for this project. Phase [ will include the construction of two, two-story retail
buildings adjacent to Mill Avenue and University Drive consisting of 138,926 s.f.
of retail space, 38,000 s.f. of restaurant space and a 7-level parking structure for
1,095 cars. Phase II of the project will include a structure wrapping around the
northwest corner of the parking garage consisting of food service and restaurants
on the first level and 3-4 upper levels of office. It will contain up to 20,000 s.f. of
restaurant space, 10,000 s.f. of retail space, and 90,000 s.f. of office space.

The same brick pedestrian pathway and street tree theme is proposed to link the
project to the downtown area. The intention is that all of the street level
businesses will house retail operations and the second level will contain
restaurants and retail. A separation between the two buildings at the comer of
Mill Avenue and University Drive will provide a grand entrance to the interior
courtyard of this development. The center of the site will contain a service
drive/pedestrian walkway that encompasses a forest of trees in the north courtyard
and grass in the south pedestrian courtyard. Proposed along the east property
line is the 7-story parking garage. This garage may be entered by vehicle from
Myrtle Avenue or from an underground entrance that is accessed from Mill
Avenue at the 9™ Street alignment.

Staff believes the development would function more efficiently if the site plan
were modified with 9™ Street (driveway) going through to Myrtle Avenue, and
10" Street and Myrtle Avenue continuing to stay open and loop the site as public
streets. The disconnect of the “urban” plaza from the automobile will discourage
rather than encourage retail activity, as will the immediate plunge into a below-
grade drive at the major automobile entry point. Had the drive been kept at-grade,
via a replication/extension of 9" Street, perhaps this situation could have been
mitigated. Staff also believes that the University Town Center does not respond
to its surrounding context. As stated in a letter by Mayor Giuliano, “the site
planning, building form, and materials proposed will produce a signature building,
but it will not incorporate the spirit of the City or the character of its citizens.”

Variances and Use Permits

The variances requested with this proposal include reducing the required front
yard and street side setbacks from 10’ to 0°. This request is consistent with the
urban design and pedestrian scale of downtown. The developer views the
University Town Center to be the “gateway” to Arizona State University and an
extension of the Mill Avenue streetscape. Also requested are variances to
increase the allowable building heights of the parking structure from 35’ to 76’
and buildings “A” & “B” from 35’ to 55°. The parking structure has been placed
on the eastern edge of the parcel to try to minimize the impact on the
neighborhoods. Buildings “A” & “B” are proposed to be 35 high, the mechanical
screen walls are proposed to be 427 high, and the highest point at the corner
Gateway element is 55’ high to allow for two story retail development.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #4



The requested use permits would allow retail, general office, and restaurants
without entertainment or outdoor dining in the CCD Zoning District. There is
also a use permit requested to allow parking to be provided based on demand
(shared parking) to take advantage of the day/office use and night/restaurant
demand. '

Parking

The applicant has provided a parking analysis, which documents the parking
calculations based on the Tempe Standards, Tempe Shared Use Model and the
proposed University Town Center parking counts. From the information provided
the Tempe standard requirement is 1,902 spaces, Tempe Shared Use requirement
is 1,105 spaces and the University Town Center requirement is 1,184 spaces. The
number actually provided with this proposal is 1,095 spaces, which is 10 spaces
less than the number required by the Tempe Shared Use Model. Therefore, the
applicant must decide which use(s) to reduce so that the parking required equals
the parking provided.

Traffic
Transportation staff has concerns regarding this development relating to the
increased congestion on Mill Avenue and University Drive, negative impact on

widening street, etc. and proposed recommendations. Please refer to attached
memo from Glenn Kephart dated 7/18/01. (Attachment # G)

Neighborhood Concerns :
There have been several meetings with the Northwest Tempe Neighborhood
Planning Area Advisory Board that generated many concerns which include:

¢ Increase traffic impact in the area. .

¢ Pedestrian and Bicycle flow at 9" Street — perhaps installing signal for
pedestrians and bikes only.

¢ Pedestrian and transit oriented. Strong linkages from campus to the site and

the neighborhoods.

Relationship to the campus, downtown and the community.

The need of services for the neighborhood.

7-story parking garage.

Project should provide a mix of business types.

® & & @

Revised Design

The new proposal represents a project, which meets the goals of the City of
Tempe as well as those of ASU.

Specifically: See meeting minutes, Items 5.1 through 5.14. (Attachment H)

The architect will work with these common goals to create a revised design,
which will be presented later for council approval. The Design Review Board has
discussed these goals and site plan with the applicant (on August 15) and has
expressed a positive reaction to the design. (Attachment M)

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #5



Conclusion

Staff has advised the applicant, since the initial meetings, of possible
neighborhood concerns and our concerns regarding this development plan
including: building massing, circulation conflicts, orientation of structures,
parking, cut-through traffic into adjacent neighborhoods, service access, and
storm water retention.

There are concerns relating to the pedestrian access to Arizona State University.
The project references access to ASU as a major tenet of its design yet fails to
indicate where these connections actually take place. We feel that the connection
through ASU’s Parking Structure 3 to Tyler Mall is an overlooked opportunity,
which should be incorporated into the design.

Staff believes that the University Town Center, as originally proposed, does not
respond to its surrounding context. This site is the physical link that brings the
town and campus together. Therefore, staff is recommending denial of the
original proposal but supports new direction. However, we are anxious to see this
solution come to light and feel comfortable that the changes made since the
original proposal will create a desirable project.

REASON(S) FOR _
DENIAL: 1. The proposed development plan appears to be incompatible with the
existing development in the downtown.

2. The proposed development plan does not optimize potential uses given the
context of downtown Tempe and ASU.

3. Disconnecting the urban plaza from the surroundmg grid street system will
discourage retail activity.

4, The parking number proposed does not meet the requlred number for the
shared parking use model.

5. Based upon Public Works/Transportation Division review of the Traffic
Impact Analysis, this development proposal needs to be modified so that it

exemplifies transit oriented design concepts.

6. Neighborhood concerns have not been mitigated.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #6



SHOULD THE COUNCIL ELECT TO TAKE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ON THE REQUEST,
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL SHOULD BE ATTACHED

CONDITION(S)
OF APPROVAL:

The Public Works Department shall approve all roadway, alley,
and utility easement dedications, driveways, storm water retention,
and street drainage plans, water and sewer construction drawings,
refuse pickup, and off-site improvements.

Off-site improvements to bring roadways to current standards

include:

(1) Water lines and fire hydrants

(2) Sewer lines

3) Storm drains.

(4) Roadway improvements including streetlights, curb, gutter,
bikepath, sidewalk, bus shelter, and related amenities.

Fees to be paid with the development of this project include:
(1) Water and sewer development fees.

(2) Water and/or sewer participation charges.

3) Inspection and testing fees.-

All applicable off-site plans shall be approved prior to recordation
of Final Subdivision Plat.

All street dedications shall be made within six (6) months of
Council approval.

Public improvements must be installed prior to the issuance of any
occupancy permits. Any phasing shall be approved by the Public
Works Department.

All new and existing, as well as on-site and off-site, utility lines
(other than transmission lines) shall be placed underground prior to
the issuance of an occupancy permit for this (re)development in
accordance with the Code of the City of Tempe - Section 25.120.

3. Should the property be subdivided, the owner(s) shall provide a continuing
care condition, covenant and restriction for all of the project's landscaping,
required by Ordinance or located in any common area on site. The
CC&R's shall be in a form satisfactory to the Development Services
Director and City Attorney.

4. No variances may be created by future property lines without the prior
approval of the City of Tempe.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60
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10.

11.

12.

13,

14.

15.

A valid building permit shall be obtained and substantial construction
commenced by September 20, 2002 or the variance(s) and use permit(s)
shall be deemed null and void.

The applicant shall comply with all applicable state and federal laws
regarding archeological artifacts on this site.

The applicant shall resolve all lighting and security details with the Design
Review and Crime Prevention staff prior to the issuance of a building
permit.

Developer shall be required to submit development pro forma as
justification for City’s potential participation, using sales tax rebate, in
support for grocery store tenant.

Applicant shall return to Council for approval of a final building
elevations, landscape plan, and site plan, variances and use permits prior to

issuance of any building permits.

Building C must be under construction prior to issuance of Certificate of
Occupancy for buildings A & B.

The owner shall provide parking according to the model recommended in
the Tempe Shared Use Model report submitted with the request.

Details for service access to all buildings shall be resolved prior to

. issuance of a building permit. Details to be resolved with Planning and

Transportation staff.

Project should not include street widening except as required to provide
for continuous bike lanes.

The existing northbound right turn lane on Mill Avenue should be
retained. Specific length to be determined through coordination with
Traffic Engineering and Planning staff.

Development should be transit oriented to the maximum extent possible to

encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation to, from and around

the site. Specific recommendations include:

(a.) Availability of showers for employees at the site.

(b.) Bike lockers for safe storage of employee’s bikes.

(c.) Transit passes for employees and users of the facilities.

(d.) Requirements for employees must park at a remote location and use
alternate means of access to the site.

(e.) Restriction of available parking spaces to an absolute minimum.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #8



16. New traffic signal will be required at the intersection of Mill Avenue and
9'" Street and the developer shall reimburse the City for all costs
associated with the new signal.

17. Developer shall work with traffic engineering staff to resolve the
inadequate storage capacity reflected by the Traffic Impact Analysis for
the year 2010 prior to City Council action.

18. The intersection of 9" Street and Mill Avenue must be designed to
prohibit an increase in cut-through traffic traveling into and through the
neighborhood west of Mill Avenue.

University Town Center, #SIP-2001.60 Attachment #9
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July 16, 2001

RE:

The referenced project is submitted for City Council review and consideration
for Site Plan approval, approval of Varlances and approval of Use Permits as

foliows.

General

3: 84AM

GOULD EVANS

University Town Cen’éer
Tracking No. DS 000854
Letter of Intent

U O

The project is located on the southeast corner of Miil Avenue and University

Drive in the CCD Zoning District. The project has currently been assigned an

address, 815 South Mill Avenue. The applicant will be petitioning to change
this to 801 South Mill Avenue.

The prdject occupies the northern 6 écres (approximate

roughly bounded by

Mill Avenue, Myrtle Avenue, University Drive, and the '_-'i‘z Street alignment.
The land is owned by Arizona State University and has been leased to the

applicant, ORIX / TC21 for commercial development.

The applicant is proposing deveiopnjent in two phases. Phase One cansists
of two bulldings facing Mill Avenue-and University Drive, each consisting of

two stories. Intended uses include approximately 139,000 square feet of retail

lease space and 38,000 square feet of restgurant lease space. The total
_leasable area will be approximately 177,000 gross square feet. Phase One -
also includes a seven level parking structure for 1,085 cars.

Phase Two will consist of a structure wrapping the north and west side of the

parking structure. It will contain up o 20,000 square feet of restaurant space,

10,000 square fest of retail space, and 80,000 square feet of office space for

a total of approximately 120,000 gross square feet.

See the attached "Building Area Calculations” for detailed area information,

See attached "Design Intent” for the architect's statement of design concepts.
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Variances :
The applicant is requesting approval of the following Variances:

s Setbacks

« Building Encroachment (under separate submittal to the Engineering
Department)

« Building Height

These varlances are requested to match the pattern of the historic urban
street development of Mill Avenue north of University Drive. It Is the stated
intent of the applicant to extend the historic planning principals that favor the
pedestrian and alternate modes of transit aver the automobile with this !
development. To meet these goals, the applicant is requesting approval of !
the submitted Variances.

Seeg the attached “Variances and Use Permits” for detailed information.

Use Permits
‘The applicant is requesting approval of the following Use Permits:

s Blanket Retail in the CCD Distyict -

s Blanket Restaurant in the CCD District, withaut Entertainment or Outdoor
Dining

» Blanket Office in the CCD District
= On-Site Parking to be provided by demand / shared use model

The requested uses extend the development pattem of Mill Avenue north of
University Avenue sauth to the edge‘of the University. The applicant's intent
is to develop a tenant mix that includes a balance of destination tenants and
neighborhood services as determined by market demand. While it is not
possible to release the names of businesses currently negotiating for space
within the project due to tenant privacy requirements, the project has been of
considerable interest to both types of tenants.

!
|
i
'
@ !
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The parking structure has been designed for use by the entire 11 acre parcel !
owned by Arizona State University. The applicant has endeavored to strike a f
balance between providing enough parking to make the retall space i
scanomically viable while reducing the amount of parking te encourage

pedestrian access and altemate forms of transportation, including the

additional mass transit planned for downtown Tempe. To that end, see the

attached "Parking Analysis™ which documents the parking calculations from

the Tempe Standards, the Tempe Shared Use Model (which daes not

address the Joss of 200 existing ASU spaces) and the proposed UTC parking

counts.

The applicant thanks you for your time and interest in considering this project.
We believe that this project will be an exciting addition to downtown Tempe |
and will’ become a source of pride for both the City and the University.

®
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!
university town conter

bullding area calcliations 07.16.01
1EBI +p

K all areas given in gross square feet
phase one Lot Coverage
, | 261,557 net site sf
Ground Floor

Bidg A ;
Retail 39,794

Bldg B
Retail 44,704

Total Conditioned Bldg. Ground Floor | 84,498 32%
First Floor Parking Structurs : 51,450

Total Lot Coverage by Buliding 135,948 52%

Second Le\(al

Bldg A .
Retail 25,058
Rastaurant 18,000

BldgB . ;_ -
Retall 29,370
Restaurant 19,000

Total Reiail Second Floor 54,428

Total Restaurant Second Floor 38,000

Total Conditioned Bldg. Second Floor 92,428

Phase One i’!‘::tals
Total A + B Retall ‘ 138,926
Total A + B Restaurant ' 38,000 '
—_— J

Total A+ B 176,926
Total [Parking Structure Floors 17 ; 360,150
Tatal ;Bldg Area + Parking Structure P‘hase One 537,078

F.est
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all areas given in gross square feet

phase two

Ground Floor
Retail
Restaurant

Total Ground Floor

Levals 2 -5
Office

Tataf Phase Two Bldg_ Area

total site both phases
Total Retail
Total Restaurant
Totaf@Ofﬁce

. Total Bldg. Area
|

10,000

20,000

30,000

S0,000

148,926

$8,000

80,000

Total Bidg. Area + Parking Structure

NuU. o4

Lot Coverage
281,557 net site sf

44% wio garage
63% with garage

120,000

296,826

657,076



To:Mayor and Council
From glenn Kephart
Through Howard hargis

Ref: Tempe Center Redevelopment

The proposed Tempe Center redevelopment project will cause increased congestion on Mill Avenue and
University Drive. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) dated June 2001 for this site concludes that significant
widening of Mill Avenue South of University would be required to mitigate this congestion. Specifically
the TIA identifies the need for one additional northbound through lane and dual right turn lanes on Mill. It
is important to note that staff is not recommending to actually build this widening. It is neither desirable nor
practical to do so. The intersection of University and Mill is already a challenging intersection for
pedestrians and additional traffic lanes would make this area less desirable for pedestrians and would not be
consistent with the city’s mission to promote alternate modes of transportation.

It is important to recognize that the proposed development is only one of several factors, including overall
regional growth, and increased density of downtown Tempe, contributing to the increased traffic
congestion that is predicted to occur in the vicinity of Mill and university. It is not practical or desirable to
try to build our way out of this projected congestion. However it is very important that we identify and
implement measures to assure that transportation options associated with this proposed development or any
development in this vicinity contribute to downtown Tempe being a desirable place to be.

The provisions to provide parking at the site is a significant factor in influencing the actual amount of
vehicle trips that will be generated by this development. Although traditional traffic analysis focuses on
land use to determine trips generated rather than available parking, it may be more appropriate at this
location to realize that the available parking is a larger contributing factor than the land use. What the TIA
is telling us, by its prediction of future congestion, is that this location is not a desirable location to provide
significant parking availability.

Specific transportation recommendations include the following:

¢ Project should include no street widening except as required to provide for continuos bike lanes

e The existing northbound right turn lane on Mill Ave should be retzined. Specific length to be
determined through coordination with traffic engineering staff.

e Development should be transit oriented to the maximum extent possible to encourage the use of
alternate modes of transportation to, from and around the site. Specific recommendations include,

o  Availability of showers for employees at the site

s  Bike lockers for safe storage of employees bikes

e  Transit passes for employees and users of the facilities.

¢ Requirements for employees to park at a remote location and use alternate means of access to the
site.

s  Restriction of available parking spaces to an absolute minimum

e New traffic signal will be required at the intersection of Mill and 9% and the developer shall reimburse
the city for all costs associated with the new signal.

e The traffic Impact Analysis indicates that by the year 2010 that there is not adequate storage capacity
to allow a left turn from south bound Mill into the development. Developer shall work with traffic
engineering staff to resolve this issue prior to final approval.

e The intersection of 9 5™ and Mill must be designed to prohibit an increase in cut-through traffic

travelling into and through the neighborhood west of Mill.
ECEIY E@T
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ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY

April 16, 2001

Mayor Neil Giuliano

Vice Mayor Len Copple
Councilmember Ben Arredondo
Councilmember Dennis Cahill
Councilmember Barbara Carter
Councilmember Hugh Hallman
Councilmember Mark Mitchell
City of Tempe

P O Box 5002

Tempe AZ 85280

Dear Mayor Giuliano and Members of the Tempe City Council:

At Arizona State University, we have made participation in the development of our community,
on-campus and off-campus, a distinguishing characteristic. Through countless numbers of

individual interactions and programmatic investments, Arizona State University has contributed
to the excitement of downtown Tempe and the vitality of the surrounding neighborhoods. In the

redeveloprhent of Tempe Center, we continue our commitment to contribute to the health of the
University as well as to the City of Tempe.

We have four goals in the redevelopment of Tempe Center: 1) to create an attractive and
distinctive pedestrian gateway from downtown Tempe with a walkway through to the ASU
campus; 2) to redevelop and revitalize this commercial center not unlike the redevelopment that
has already occurred in downtown Tempe; 3) to recapture for University use the south five acres
of the existing ten acre Tempe Center site; and 4) to generate sufficient income to replace the
existing income derived from Tempe Center, replace the University space in Tempe Center and
eventually contribute to the further development of the Tempe Center academic site.

I believe the site plan and preliminary design of the center that [ reviewed last October meet
these objectives. The elements of the design that I have seen have passed through our
on-campus design review process and received my strong support, including a below grade
entrance to the parking facility from Mill Avenue opposite Ninth Street. It is my understanding
that this same design received extremely favorable reviews from the City of Tempe Design
Review Board and the Northwest Tempe Planning Area Advisory Board.

There have been several discussions relative to the issue of the density of the proposed project.
As you know, we have been working on this project for several years. Representatives from the
City’s redevelopment team participated actively in the development of the concept plan and the
RFP process that resulted in the selection of a developer. That help was greatly appreciated. We
began with a program and concept plan that included a two-story developrment at the street, with

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

PO Box 872203, Temree, AZ 85287-2203 , H
(4801 965-5606 Fax: (4801 965-0865
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increased massing as we progress into the University property. We still hope to build a three to
five story structure on the site to “wrap” much of the parking structure. The proposed massing

on the site is compatible with the Center Point and Hayden Square projects as well as with our
initial concept plan.

At ASU we value and appreciate creative and diverse architecture as evidenced by Gammage
Auditorium, the Music Building, the Law School Library and the Nelson Fine Arts Center.
Consistent with our expectations, the developers have employed a distinguished young architect
to bring to this transition point between downtown Tempe and ASU an exciting and
distinguishing design that respects our goal of creating a gateway to the campus. While this
design is something of a departure from the existing architecture in downtown Tempe, itis my
view that the distinctive architecture proposed for University Town Center creates an effective

transition from downtown Tempe to ASU and is consistent with the diversity of thought that we
all treasure.

I am confident that when you see and hear the design in the context of our plans and our
developer’s plans for the future of this site, and when you understand our reasons for accepting

this site plan and design, that you will agree with your design review board that this is an
attractive addition to our community.

v

We share your concern regarding neighborhood services. We have encouraged the developer to
make reasonable efforts to address these concerns. I understand that the developer is negotiating
with a pharmacy tenant, a much needed service in the downtown area. I also understand that the

developer has engaged in ongoing discussions with other neighborhood service tenants, such as a
dry cleaner and a hair salon. '

We are supportive of including additional neighborhood services such as a grocery store in this
development, but not at the expense of our primary goals and within the fiscal limits of the
project. You are correct in stating that this will be extremely challenging. Qur development
teamn has been actively seeking grocery stores. To date no grocer has been willing to locate in
downtown Tempe due to the econcmic constraints and the lack of surface parking. University
representatives have met with a major Arizona grocer to determiine the feasibility of locating a
store within the development. The grocer was not encouraging. The recent decision of Gentle

Strength Cooperative to leave its site is testimony to the difficulties a grocer has in the downtown
Tempe area.

There will not be surface parking in University Town Center (the name for the redeveloped
Tempe Center). Qur goals cannot be met with surface parking on this site. The entire project
incorporates the concept of a pedestrian gateway to the University from the downtown area with
a walkway through to the campus. For this to be a pedestrian gateway to ASU 1t must be
inviting, open, visually and physically uncluttered, therefore limiting the site options fora
grocery store. Locating in this development requires a grocer willing to do something that has
yet to be tried in Arizona, hence the challenge. [ understand that there are several better sites
along University Drive to the west of Mill Avenue that could accommodate both a grocer and the

rl
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community better than University Town Center. We remain supportive of the City Council’s
goal of satisfying this expressed community need. We trust that the goal of having a viable,
urban-scaled grocery store in or near downtown Tempe can be realized if you are able either to

provide sufficient incentives to make it economically feasible on this site, or if you are successful
in identifying another, perhaps more suitable, location.

I am also concerned about the process that has resuited in the City Council’s concerns about this
design and site plan. It was our understanding that the design was first to satisfy your appointed
design review board. Our developer has been following that process, but before that process
could be completed, we were advised by the C1ty Council that the design and site plan might not
be acceptable. As you know, I am always anxious to hear from you and appreciate the open
dialogue that characterizes our relationship, but since ASU is intending to develop a number of
properties along Rio Salado and Tempe Town Lake, it is important that we share a common
understanding as to the review process our developer is tc follow.

We trust that we can count on your support for this development project that we believe will
benefit the downtown community and meet the University’s objectives. We recognize that you
must act in what you believe to be the best interests of the City of Tempe, consistent with the
University’s rights as a property owner. In the event that the University’s approach to meeting
its objectives is not compatlble with the City’s interests, we will be disappointed, particularly
given City staff invelvement in the process of developing this project from its mcepnon

We are seeking your cooperation in achieving our mutual objectives.

Sincerely,

(-

Lattie ¥. Coor

President
LFC:lv
e
c Mermoy Harrison, Vice Provost for Administrative Services

Allan Price, Vice President for Institutional Advancement
Eugene Kadish, TC21 LLC
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May 15, 2001

President Lattie Coor
Arizona State University
P.O. Box 872203

Tempe, Arizona 85287-2203

Dear Lattie:

Your letter identifies four goals that the University hopes to achieve in the
redevelopment of Tempe Center:

1. Develop an attractive, distinctive pedestrian gateway from Tempe to
ASU;

2. Revitalize an aging commercial center, like what has already occurred
in downtown Tempe,

3. Recapture the southern five-acres of the site for University use; ,

4. Generate sufficient income to replace the income derived from Tempe

Center, while replacing University space that was recently housed in
the commercial center. ‘

While the proposed site plan and preliminary design of the center may meet

these goals, it certainly does not present the only, or even the best, development
of the site.

We have many goals in common. An attractive, distinctive gateway to the
University is certainly in line with the development goals of the City. The area
between Myrtle and Mill, extending from University to the alignment of 9" Street,
represents the merging of an expansive campus with the traditional street grid of
the town. Symbolically, and physically, this block could serve as the meeting
place where “town and gown" come together. The intersection of Mill and
University is a distinctive marker, identifying where the downtown begins to
merge with the University and the surrounding neighborhoods. The needs of all
three should be respected at this corner.

You likened your redevelopment project to that of downtown Tempe. As you
know, that revitalization could not have evolved without significant cooperation
and genuine communication. It did not become a walkable place by eliminating
streets. Nor did it pull the pedestrian off the street into a space that is removed
from the activity of the City. It started with the existing traditional streets and
made them better. It added density, and diversity of use, to create an exciting
place for visitors and residents, for students and employees. The downtown
relies on some basic planning principles: :

Our Mission To mabe Temps Az s2stolace in ive, work and pizy We Value Paople  Integrily Zenpect Openness

Creatoaly  Ouahiy



« that “eyes on the street”, in the form of 24-hour use, create a safe
place;

o that appropriate mix of use allows for reduced, shared parking;

« that shared streets are places that attract a diverse exchange of
goods, services, knowledge, culture, and civic goodwill.

The recommendation to bring 9" Street through to Myrtle addresses your third
goal: to preserve the southern part of the parcel for future academic
development. When developed with a pedestrian emphasis, this streetscape
would maximize visibility for small business ventures while creating a tree-lined
passage that is interesting and safe. This urban approach alsc addresses goal
four: replacing existing income. Merchants and businesses that do not need high
auto visibility would gladly tenant the rear edge of this block, garnering exposure
to students and neighbors on foot and bike. The completion of this city block
does not replace the proposed entry feature at the corner of Mill and University,
nor does it require the elimination of a central green. [t does provide an
opportunity to divert exiting ASU traffic from University parking structures after
large events, and it invites neighboring citizens and businesses into an active,
urban block that is truly shared with the University.

The early concept plans were referenced in support of the two-story structure. |
believe those plans also included parking underground. In the course of
development, the parking expanded to a seven-story above-ground parking
structure. This seems a more drastic departure from the original concept than

“the suggestion of office, hotel, or residential space above the two-story retail on
University. The proposal for increased height and density along the major
arterials would accommodate the University's goal of expanding and sustaining
income. The significance of this intersection, and the pedestrian entry to
campus, allows for an increase in building mass onthis corner. If
underdeveloped in this plan, it will remain a lost opportunity.

If the plan proceeds with the seven-story parking garage, it is of critical
importance that the structure includes office space along the north, west and
south elevations. The first floor, on all sides, should include some type of small
retail spaces, as well. This activates the interior courtyard and Myrtle Street,
contributing to a safer pedestrian experience. As we revise our current code,
new parking structures throughout the downtown will be asked to provide
retail/office along pedestrian plazas and streets.

These modifications to the garage should be incorporated in the first phase of
construction. The likelihood of coming back and building a multistoried fagade
along a newly established plaza diminishes even further when factoring in the
negative effect of construction on newly established businesses. A reasonable
phasing of a project is understandable, but each phase needs to appear
complete as it is built.

We appreciate your efforts to include neighborhood businesses in the
development and hope you will be successful in attracting those that serve the
campus and adjacent neighborhoods. While your goal is to replace income lost
from demolishing the existing center, the neighborhcod goal is to replace those
services that were affordable and accessible at Tempe Center.



Gentle Strength's decision to leave the area is not testimony to the difficulties of
a local grocer. The cooperative always catered to a health-conscious market,
offering discounts to members that worked in the store. A full-service urban
grocery is a new concept for Tempe and the Valley, however successful
examples have been implemented in many cities. The proposed g™ Street
extension to Myrtle creates a corner site that could incorporate the grocery with
the garage structure. Accessibie to parking, students and neighbors, the store
could maximize the southeast corner of the site. We, too, are actively seeking an
opportunity for a grocer to locate in the vicinity. Our challenge is a lack of large
parcels along University Drive, coupled with the extremely high value of
commercial real estate. City incentives alone cannot make these sites feasible.

The process of design development on this site is prolonged and complicated.
The project designers have come to the Planning Area Advisory Board for the
Northwest Area, and to the Design Review Board, on numerous occasions. in
pre-session reviews, the DRB has supported the design. The PAAB has not
been in support of the plan from the beginning. Numerous reiterations have fine-
tuned detalls but not addressed the larger issues. Little of substance has
changed:

« the parking garage is a rectangular box covered with a mesh scrim,
with no retail or office space on it's perimeter;

« the auto access off Mill requires one to go underground in order to
come up into the parking structure;

« the two-story glass retail building is virtually the same, with a change
in material (from copper to clay tile to brick) and a modification to
second level balconies;

« on-site retention is still in question.

The staff has requested a model of the development in the context of the
surrounding buildings. 1t has not been produced, even though design has been
underway more than 18 months. The architects agree that the schematic
drawings and computer sketches do not fully depict how the shade sails will
work, and our concern about the western and southern exposures of glass in this
climate has not been addressed. Many retailers and restaurants have returned
to the City requesting shade structures and awnings that are an aesthetic
compromise to the underlying architecture, in order to sustain their business.
The solution should be carefully integrated in the initial design.

The large green in the middle of the development has been preserved at all
costs, even though citizens have declared their civic space to be on the
sidewalks. The police have identified their concerns about surveillance and
security. We understand that this space was offered to the City as a “world class
plaza . . . a living room for the citizens.” No one listened when the citizens sald
this was not where they would gather! The plaza has been represented as a
great civic space, like many of the piazzas in Europe. An example of a great
piazza has yet to be produced that proudly displays an unadorned seven-story
parking garage along its perimeter. As currently designed, it is out-of-place to
serve as the living room for the citizens.



Your final concern was the City's review process. In an effort to communicate
clearly, the City Council and staff identified issues that have not been
appropriately addressed by the developers, architects, and University staff, in

_ spite of the lengthy process of meetings and presentations. Common ground

A

In Servi/ie/p
4v

has not yet been found. The refinements to the design have not responded to
the very basic concerns identified by the City staff.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the University Town Center does not
respond to its surrounding context. The site planning, building form, and
materials proposed will produce a signature building, but it will not incorporate
the spirit of the City or the character of its citizens. Distinctive architecture is not
discouraged when it sits comfortably in its surroundings. This does not suggest a
replica of existing storefronts, nor a reproduction of detail that denies our current

technology. It will, however, require more than a poetic reference to the arcade
of a nearby historic structure.

The City is anxious to strengthen an already good working relationship with the
University. We would like to take part in creating a unique urban development
that benefits students and residents without overlooking the needs of the
University or the responsibilities we have to Tempe's citizens.

As you know, these thoughts are not only mine when it comes to this project. We
have twelve other ASU alumni (six registered architects), all from the Coliege of
Architecture and Environmentai Design, on our professional staff who have
reviewed this project and share these concemns.

| appreciate the dialogue we have on this and other issues and look forward to
our ongoing discussions.

\
Neil G. Giuliano
Mayor
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P. 0. Box 5002

132 East Sixth Street, #101 .
Tempe, AZ 85280 I e m e
480-350-8028

TDD: 480-330-8513

FAX: 480-350-8579

WWwW.tempe.gov

Development Services Department
Redevelopment Division

Neighborhood Planning + Urban Design

24 May 2001
to: Arizaha Board of Regents
Cc: Lattie Coor, President Arizona State University

Mernoy E. Harrison, Vice-Provost for Administrative Services
Mavyar Neil Giuliana, City of Tempe
Dave Fackler, City of Tempe Development Services Manager

from:  Eric M. Hansen, City of Tempe Redevelopment —@“\T

re: ASU Tempe Center

~ At their 23 May 2001 meeting, the Northwest Tempe Planning Area Advisory Board (PAAB) made formal mation to reiterate
their position on the redevelopment of the ASU-managed/State-owned Tempe Center, located at the. southeast corner of Mill Avenue
and University Crive.

The Board has requested staff to resend the attached letter addressed to the Arizena Board of Regents (dated 16 October 2000)
which cutlines the PAAB's key concerns with the proposed project. The PAAB made this request to demonstrate that their planning
recommendations and position have not changed. As originally outlined in the letter, the PAAB articulated that the issues integral to
the success of this important project have still not been addressed. :

The Northwest Tempe Planning Area Advisory Beard (PAAB) meets the second Wednesday of evéry month in the Public Works
Conference Room {Garden Court Level of City Hall) at 8:30 p.m. If you are interested in scheduling an agenda item, please contact
the Neighborhood Planning Office at 480.350.8028.

attachment: letter of Board of Regents {dated 16 October 2000
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hem‘age and character

B N

October 16, 2000 o

Arizona Board of Regents
2020 North Central Avenue, Suite 230
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4593

RE: Tempe Center Redevelopment

Dear Board of Regents,

We need your help. Arizona State University will soon be building anew project at
the Southeast corner of Mill Avenue and University Drive in Tempe. Businesses located at
this site have provided basic goods and services to ASU faculty, staff, students, the disabled
community and the surrounding community in a free market setting since the 1950s. The
site has provided the most fundamental elements needed in a livable commuuity, including a

- grocery store.

The Northwest Tempe Neighborhoodshave created a strategicarea plan througha
community-based planning process. Our Mission Statement is:

“The NewTowN (Northwest Tempe Neighborhoods) Strategic Plan seeks neighborhood
sustainability by establishing policies that enhance valuable housing stock and encourage
responsiveand responsible development that preserves and enhances local hentacre and
character, while fostering livability.”

This plan sets out goals and objectives in support of the Mission Statement. The goals

address issues includitig land use; circulation and transportation; economic development;

and conservation, preservationand redevelopment. Excerpts of the plan are attached.
The University’s planning process for this site has been ongoing for four years.

While plans have been shown to various neighborhood and community groups, we have yet

to see evidence that the goals and objectives of the Strategic Plan will be met. As the

projectis now seeking approvals from the City.of Tempe, we are anxiousto see how the
new project will fill the void left by the departure of the existing tenants. We are also anxious
to see the contribution this project will make to the Circulation and Transportation goals of
our plan. There is now a single group (the Planning Area Advisory Board) having the
responsibility to represent all of the northwest Tempe neighborhoods in developmem issues
and assure compliance with the strategic area plans.

The Planning Area Advisory Board (PAAB) was established by Tempe s City

Council in 1999. Duties of the PAAB include:

¢ Advising the City’s development review staff, boards and commissions of current
development issues.

e Reviewing development proposals for conformance with neighborhood goals. The
PAAB may also provide a forum for developers to communicate with the neighbor-
hoodson proposed developmentprojects.

¢  Obtaining comments from neighborhood constituents on issues presented to the Board.

The PAAB will evaluate the Tempe Center Redevelopment proposal for
compliance with the Strategic Plan. We are atrisk of losing precious facilities, which are
necessary to support a lively living environment for university students, faculty, the surro und-
ing neighborhoods and the downtown. As the University owns the land, they areina
positionto control the uses on this important site. We ask that the Board of Regents assure
that the proposed development include:



- .

»+ Provision of'basic goods and services for the university faculty, students, staffand the surrounding community. A
grocery store is arequisite for this element. .

e That the site be a pedestrian and transit orented “common ground” for campus and community life. It should provide
astrong link between the campus and the neighborhoods to the West. ‘ |

¢ That parking and its associated traffic are provided only for the on-site uses. Excessive parking facilities and traffic
are detrimental to other objectives of the plan.

* Establishment of bus, rail, bicycle, pedestrian and other non-automotive transport as the preferred modes.

s Thatdestination and entertainment oriented businesses not dominate this project. The project should provide a mix
of business types.

¢ Thatthe buildings respond appropriately to the Arizona climate. Proper shading and energy conservation techniques
should be incorporated. . ' . '

, The PAAB’s position on this matter is supported by local business, community and University groups. We need

your help. We understand the University’s mission. We know that you want to be good neighbars; it seems unnei ghborly

to ignore the neighborhood’s plan. We ask that the Board of Regents demonstrate, initially in writing, a commitment to

provide inthis project the elements we have requested. We look forward to working with Arizona State University on

this project to create a meaningful contribution to the campus and surrounding community. Please indicate in your reply

how we can assure that everyone’s goals will be met with this important project. ~v

Sincerely, - W

Jenny Lucier, Vice Chair
Northwest Ternpe Neighborhoods Planning Area Advisory Board

Attachments
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university town center

tempe, arizona

meeting notes: 85U / city mesting 08.02..01

The UNIVBISIEY towWD CBNLBF mesting wastheld ot Old Main on the campus of ASU, This meeting was schaduled to raview
design changes to mest the City's and ASU's rsquirements. Mernoy Marrison, John Munier, Keren Heneycult, Shar Hamilton, Jack
Phfister, and Steve Miller attended for ASU: Dave Fackler, Steya Yenker, and Bill Kersbergen attendad for the City of Tempe; Mike

Frost, Gene Kadlsh, Lar Bjorum, Andy Goodmari; and Kurt Pairitz attended for ORIXTC21 and Tom Reilly atisnded for GEA + TPP,
The fallawing are general netes from the mestings.

1. ORIU/TC21 Goale

1.1 Successful extension of development an Mill Avenue,
1.2 Creafe & significant archifectural statemsnt, "A project to be proud of*,
1.3 Prafiteble ratall development with & functional market driven leasing plan,

1.4 Create a relail development in downtown Tempe that contributes to the “crltical mass" for suceess of the market ares,

2. AslGoals

2.1 An atiractiye and distinctive Gateway (iater revised o "Threshold") fo the ASU pedesirisn envirenment with a visyal
connection ta the campus,

2.2 Redevelop Commerclal Genter

23 Re-capture south 5 acres of the site for academic use,

24 Repiace existing lease income.

3. CityofTmmpe Boals
3.1 KeyASU/City Intsrface
3.2 Sustain Urban fabric at 8h Street,
3.3 Architecturally sympathetic to Downtown:Tempe and ASU. “Timsless”, ‘Compatible”.
3.4 Provide eszential neighborhood services ~ grocery store,

3.5 Park, but don't over park

Gauld Evans Assaclales LG, + Thomas Phifer snd Pariners

universlly bown center 1
\Ges0a02TC21050001 101050001 10\Admnl-Meathoes\02-Notes\meeling nates asu +clly mig 2001.08-02.doc
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university town center

tempe, arizong

meating notes: 8SU/ CILY MAOLNG 0B.02.01

4 Why "This Project”

4.1 Key Intersection for both the City and the Unjversity,

4.2 Invesiment by all parlies of tims, energy and maney.

4.3 %1 million of sales tax to the City anpudlly and leass payments to ASU.

4.4 Lostopportunity sust of nat being suceassful,

4.3 Project represents compramises madeko date,

4.6 Favorable extenslon of Mill Avenue south, and the oppertunlty to extend |t east along University,

4.7 Lack of faverable development on this camer if cansensus is pot reached.

5. Consensus Deslgn Decisions

5.1 Parking Structurs:

5.2

5.3

5.4
5.5

56

5 Maximum 5 levels abave grade if Phass 2 i two story, § jevels f Phase 2 is thres stories.

512 Posslble to be 6 lzvels south of 9 Street,

§13  Typical ASU parking structure, construction - integral caler pre-cast concrele With salid spandrsls.

- 8.1.4  Minimym 1 level, fwo bays, below grade thal connacts fo the south face of Building "8 to provide dedicated

parking and vertical eirculation that will meks the east end of Byiiding “B" mare atiractive o a grocer.

515  Ths city can parficipate in the additionai cost for the parking assoclated with the grocery stare [f the applicant can
prove need. ASU noted that thiey could pravide financing in this scenario.

E1.6  The north face of the garage car te exposed to relate to the south slde of Bldg, *B" and vertical circulation.

517  North east corner of parking structure south of 90 Stree! fo be set-back to provide connacton to Tyler Mall.

Ninth Street:

521 ireet wil| connect to Myrtle AVenue on the surface by separating the gerage info 2 freestanding structures (option
fo explore connecting garagesﬁelther above grade or below),

522 Street will go undemeath padestien plaza which will pass over the street with no change in grade,

523  Cily Staff will support & lsft hand turn lane onto 8% Street from Mill Avenue with a 2-3 car storage bay — 2 mirrar

imags of the intersaction at 7% and Mill, Peyslop design to prevent through movements west of Mill.

Applicant will need to make cass for delgfing narthbound right hand tum lane from Mill Avenye to University Drive directly to
the City Counell.

Maintain site ratention schame - storagstunder ramps of parking structure,

Frovids pull-in leading zone along Myriieon sast end of Bullding *B",

Provide Building Pad for future use slong-Myrtle by moving parking structure wast 80' from Praperty Line,

§7 Interlm diagonal landscaped strest parking can be develeped in this zone along the east side of the parking structure,

Gould Evans Assecletas LC, = Thomas Phifer and Padnsrs
\\Gesrn502\TC21050001101050001 10\Admn\f-MeeiNolas\G2-Notes\masting notes esu +cly mig 2001-08-02.4ec

universtly lowvn cenley Z
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university town center

tempe, arizona

mesting notes: AsU / city masting 0B8.02.01

5.8 Consfruction of Phase 2 on the west slde of the parking structure north of 89 Straet must be started prior tn obtaining a
Certificats of Occupancy for Phass 1.

§.8 Option ta place one story "pavilion” structure at south end of courtyard and maintain approximately 40 foot wide pedestrian
plaza on east and west sides. Structure needs to be Mtransparent” and can not be a restaurant use.

5.10 Review the use of fabric op the shade siructures.

5.11 Review white caler of profsct.

5.12 Provide more durable material for painted steel callimns of shade structure at ground evel.

5.13 Review 2 mare "rabust' deslgn - explote eption of expressing structural columns at face of building.

5,14 See aftached Site Plan Sketch dated 08.02.01.

6. Approval Process

6.1 ASU requfres that the design revisions be reviewad by PADRAC and the President prior o presentation fo City Council,

€.2 The City Council is scheduled to review the application to appaal the July 18% denial from the DR at the Septamber 201
meeting. Next City Council meeting is October 114, Tom Reilly to verlfy dates with staff,

6.3 Staff requests that the applicant make a pre-session presentation of the design chenges fo the DRE s that they can

forward a recommendation to the City Council on the 201, DRB Mestings before the schedulsd City Council Meeting are on
the 5" and 197 of September. Tom Rellly to verify dates with City Staff,

Thess rietes are the interpratalion of GEA. Please respond wifh additions or corrections within 24 heurs of recslpt,

Gauld Evans Associalas L.C, + Thomas Phifer and Parters

university fown centzr B
\Gest0B02TC21050001 10105000110\ dmnlf-Mes Nojesi02-Nojes\meefing notes asu +cliy miy 2001-08-02 cooe
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Desién Review Board Consensus of August 15, 2001 of the
University Town Center Design Meeting held on August 2, 2001

After review of the minutes of the University Town Center Design Meeting held on
August 2, 2001, the Design Review Board determined consensus on the following items.

1.

(98]

The DRB wants this project to succeed.

We are excited with the direction of the site plan as shown in the charette
developed during the August 2, 2001 meeting.

We support creative solutions in the design of shade structures.

The architecture of Buildings A & B plus the entry gateway was strongly
supported by the DR Board at the time the application was denied.

We agree with the enhanced focus and potential for Myrtle Street.

We agree with the modifications to the garage structures in concept. We think the
design of the parking structures must be compatible with the design of Buildings
A & B. (If not in Phase I, then definitely the additions in Phase II)

We support the 9™ Street throughway to Myrtle Street.

We agree with the Phase II timing to Phase L.

We recommend that the project return to DRB for review following the City
Council discussion.
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university town center
buliding area calculations 08.31.01

all areas given in gross square feet
Phase 1 Lot Coverage

281,557 net site sf
Ground Floor

Bldg A
Retail 39,794

Bldg B
Retail 44,704

Total Conditioned Bldg. Ground Fioor 84 498 32%
First Floor Parking Structure 80,600

Total Lot Coverage by Bullding 145,088 55%

Second Level

Bldg A
Restaurant 44 0E8
Bldg B
Restaurant : 48,370
Total Retall Second Floor 0
Total Restaurant Secaend Floer 892,428
Total Cenditioned Bldg. Second Floor 92,428

Phase 1 Totals

Total A + B Retail 84,498

‘Total A + B Restaurant 92,428

Total A+ B 176,926

Total Parking Structure 401,475

Total Bldg Area + Parking Structure Phase 1 578,401

all areas given in gross square feet




AUG-31-01 12:02PM  FROM-ORIX REAL ESTATE EQUITIES

Phase 1B

Ground Floor

Restaurant (Foodeourt) 13,750

Total Ground Floor
Levels 2
Office

Total Phase 1B Bldg Area

Total Site Phases 1 + 1B
Total Retail
Total Restaurant {(Foodeourt)
Total Office
Total Bldg. Area

Total Bldg. Area + Parking Structure

My Documenis-area cales 01-31-01.xls

13,750

13750

84,498

106,178

13,750

£18-535-4087

27,500

204,426

805,901

T-785 P.03/C6  F=B5!

l.ot Coverage

261,557 net site sf

38% w/o garage
81% with garage

ECEIVE

AUG 3 1 2001
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university town center

variances & use permits 08.31.01
gea/tnn ORIXTC21TEMPE VENTURE -

Variances

To meet City of Tempe Development Goal to extend the urban development pattern of
Mill Avenue south of University, we are requesting the following setback variances:

F~551

SETBACKS Type Req. Provided

Mill Ave. front 25' o' face of building at Property Line*
University Dr. street side 25' o' edge of arcade at Property Line
g™ st, ‘side 100 207

&

10' encroachment for arcade requested
does not require a variance

Fee $300 x 3 = $300

ENCROACHMENT

in order to provide shade for pedestrians at the corner of Myrtle Ave. and University Dr.,
and along Mill Avenue we are requesting a 10-foot encroachment of an arcade into the
public sidewalk. in addition, we are requesting an encroachment for the stairways along
Mill and University to increase the visibility and public safety of the project.

Fee File w/ Engineering Department

BUILDING HEIGHT

The tallest building an the site is the parking structure (Building C), shown at 55 feet.
This height is required to meet the project’s and the City's parking requirements. It has
been placed on the “back” section of the site so that it has 'mmmal impact on the
neighborhood west and north of the site.

Fee: $300 + $50 x 20 (number of fest above 35' allowable) $1 ,OOO

wE

The parapet at Buildings A, B & D are at 35", the Mechanical screen walls are at 42', and
the highest point at the corner Gateway element is 55’ to allow for two story retail
development.

Fee: $300 + $50 x 20 (number of feet above 35’ allowable) $1,300

Use Permits

BLANKET RETAIL $300
BLANKET RESTRAURANT $300
ON-SITE PARKING $300
BLANKET OFFICE $300
Total Fees: $4,4Q0
Total Fees Paid to Date: $5,750
Total Credit to ORIX TC21 ($1,350)

MSW Variance-use permits 2001-08-31.dac

AUG 5 1 2001



